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The effectiveness of corrective feedback in promoting second language writing accuracy among Hong Kong 
junior secondary students 
 
Abstract 
The efficacy of teacher error correction in second language writing classes has been the subject of much 
controversy among educationalists, including published debate and several decades of research activity in 
this area. The primary thesis of this study was to investigate the possible effects of error feedback strategies 
in a Hong Kong context with regard to accuracy in writing. Two groups of junior secondary students 
participated in this study. One group of students received corrective feedback (the treatment group) and the 
other group did not (the control group). Within the treatment group, half was provided with explicit 
feedback and the other half was given implicit ones. Coded and uncoded feedback was evenly distributed to 
the implicit feedback group. In the meantime, some of these students are receiving direct location of the 
error and some are having indirect ones while the differences are observed. The results of the study revealed 
that students generally prefer and benefit from the corrective feedback system. The indirect uncoded 
feedback group with salient location of the error committed fewest mistakes after two months and the 
divergence gradually increased over time. Individual differences were observed and it suggested the 
importance of considering learner needs and abilities during application, catering for learner diversity. The 
article ends with suggestions for future research that arise from the study. 
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Literature review 
Background 
Teaching writing has been regarded as one of the most complex and difficult tasks for English language 
teachers in Hong Kong as it requires them to spend a lot of time on reading and assessing students‟ work 
during the post-writing stage while there may still be no significant improvement in students‟ writing skills. 
Instead of focusing on how to construct a perfect piece of writing, teachers start to believe that corrective 
feedback is more useful for helping our students to monitor their own mistakes and become independent 
writers. 
 
 
Definition of Corrective Feedback 
Corrective feedback refers to teacher input indicating to the learners that their use of the target language is 
grammatically inaccurate or defective in communication (Lightbown & Spada, 1999). It incorporates the 
procedures of providing treatment to an error, eliciting a revised student response and supplying “the true 
correction” (Chaudron, 1988). It enables learners to notice the gap between their interlanguage forms and 
the target language forms (Panova and Lyster, 2002), make further hypothesis and prevent errors from 
further production. 
 
 
Types of Corrective Feedback 
Corrective feedback mainly comprises feedback on language form. It ranges from comments on the use of 
vocabulary items to corrections over grammatical mistakes and mechanical errors. It can be explicit or 
implicit in terms of identification and correction of errors. It can be coded or uncoded while it can be applied 
comprehensively or selectively. These will be discussed in forthcoming sections with regard to their 
importance of promoting language accuracy among students‟ writings. 
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Controversy over the application of corrective feedback 
Different kinds of corrective feedback have been widely adopted all over the world (Lyster, 1998) and there 
has been a huge controversy over the use of corrective feedback in promoting second language (L2) writing 
accuracy. 
 
Advocates of corrective feedback (Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Ashwell, 2000; Schmidt, 1994; 
Ellis, 1994; Fathman and Whalley, 1990) are influenced by the behaviorists‟ view of overcoming errors by 
providing or eliciting examples of correct response. They regard feedback to student writing as the teachers‟ 
most pivotal task and state its role in motivating and encouraging students.  
 
More importantly, it is suggested that corrective feedback promotes second language learning and stimulates 
hypothesis testing (Ohta, 2001). Learners can eventually notice their errors and create connections between 
form and meaning during the process of negotiation for meaning, thus improve language accuracy. In other 
words, corrective feedback has a reflective function which intrigues students to use L2 to ponder over the 
language produced by themselves (Swain, 2007). For example, learners may consult a grammar book, the 
Internet or a teacher to inform themselves about specific grammatical or lexical rules. These responses, 
including learner-generated repairs, eventually become learner uptake (Ellis, 2007) and are likely to benefit 
the development of language accuracy (Lyster and Ranta, 1997). 
 
In addition, there is research evidence which shows teachers favor on correcting the grammar of student 
writers‟ work. They strongly believe that it helps student improve the accuracy of subsequent writing 
(Ashwell, 2000). There is also research evidence which proves that students want error feedback (Ferris & 
Roberts, 2001). They think that it helps them improve their writing skills in the target language (Chandler, 
2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Leki, 1991).  
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Despite the fact that there has been research evidence on error correction in L2 writing classes which shows 
that students who receive error feedback from teachers improve in accuracy over time (Ferris & Roberts, 
2001), some claim that error correction does not facilitate language learning and can be potentially harmful 
for students‟ writing ability. 
 
The opponents of corrective feedback support Krashen‟s “hand-off” approach to error correction and believe 
that second language acquisition is the result of implicit processes operating together with the reception of 
comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985). They believe that all kinds of corrective feedback are „negative 
assessment‟ and should be avoided as far as possible since they function as „punishment‟ and may inhibit or 
discourage learning. This is further proved by research evidence that students who do not receive grammar 
correction feedback have a more positive attitude towards writing. They attempt to write more words and 
use more complex sentence structures when they write (Truscott, 1996). 
 
Truscott (1999), one of the major opponents, concluded that there is no convincing research evidence that 
error correction has effects on improving the accuracy of the writing among student writers based on the 
analysis of studies by Sheppard (1992), Kepner (1991) and Semke (1984). He even outlined a range of 
practical problems related to the ability and willingness of teachers to perform and students to receive error 
correction. 
 
In line with Truscott, Zamel (1985) points out that L2 writing teachers should concentrate on the global and 
textual aspects of students‟ writing instead of the surface-level aspect (correcting students‟ grammatical 
errors) in order to become more effective writing teachers but not simply language teachers. More recent 
research by Polio, Fleck and Leder (1998) examined English as a Second Language (ESL) students‟ 
30-minute drafts and 60-minute revisions both at the beginning and at the end of the semester. It is found 
that the students in the experimental group who received additional instruction for editing and feedback did 
not outperform the control group in terms of linguistic accuracy. 
So Man Tat (2007026182) 
Dissertation 
5 
 
Even if research proves the opposite, student expectations and teacher responsibilities will compel language 
teaching programs to find strategies to respond to student writing in some ways. In most ESL contexts, the 
issue is more to do with how to give error correction rather than whether to give feedback or not. 
 
 
Explicit feedback and implicit feedback 
An increasing number of studies have been investigating whether direct (explicit) and indirect (implicit) 
feedback strategies are more likely to help students improve the accuracy of their writings (Long, 1996). 
 
Explicit correction refers to overt correction or grammatical explanation of the error by the marker (Lee, 
2004) while implicit correction involves reformulation of learners‟ utterances through recast or clarification 
requests. For example, if a student writes an ill-formed sentence like “I play sports two for a week”, the 
teacher may underline it and write “Wow! You play sports twice a week. How healthy you are!” (recast) to 
highlight the correct form through his/her reformulation or “What do you mean here?” (clarification request) 
to pinpoint that the utterance is unclear and is not fully understood by the teacher, requiring the student to 
ponder over the correct expression and eliciting the phrase “two times a week” or “twice a week”. 
 
There is research evidence demonstrating that these two types of feedback have no statistically significant 
effects on writing accuracy (Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986; Semke, 1984). However, more recent studies 
reported that implicit feedback leads to either greater or similar levels of accuracy over time (Chandler, 2003; 
Ferris, 2002; Ferris & Helt, 2000; Lee, 1997; Frantzen, 1995) through “increased student engagement and 
attention to forms and problems” (Ferris, 2002). 
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Ellis (2006), based on the perspectives of Carroll and Swain (1993) and Lyster (2004), suggested that 
explicit feedback is more effective in both eliciting the learner‟s immediate correct use of the structure and 
in eliciting subsequent correct use. It may also be suitable for lower achievers and when the errors are too 
difficult for students to self-correct, such as syntactical and lexical errors (Ferris, 2003).  
 
However, Truscott (1996) argued that direct correction is not useful for students‟ development in accuracy as 
students are demotivated by the frustration of their errors, resulting in sustained low language accuracy. It is 
very teacher-dominant and does not provide rooms for students to self-correct and solve their own learning 
problems. It also creates tension among students as they are worried about making a lot of mistakes and 
receiving a lot of red marks (Bartram & Walton, 1991) which impede students from having the desire to 
improve their writing accuracy. 
 
On the other hand, implicit feedback involves students in the correction process, engages them cognitively 
and assists them in provoking thoughts on how to use the correct form to express their meaning. According 
to the noticing hypothesis, in order for input to become intake for L2 learning, some degree of noticing must 
occur, and that it is implicit corrective feedback that triggers learners‟ noticing of gaps between the target 
norms and their interlanguage, and thus leads to subsequent grammatical restructuring (Gass, 1991). In the 
long term, it also helps them to become autonomous learners who are more sensitive to their own mistakes 
and are capable of reading their work reflectively and critically, thus promoting writing accuracy through 
self-awareness of mistakes and proof-reading. 
 
It seems likely both implicit and explicit feedback can be successful on specific occasions if they are applied 
with optimal skill and timing regarding the developmental stages of learners. 
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Coded feedback and uncoded feedback 
Concerning implicit feedback, scholars tended to make a further distinction between those that do or do not 
use a code. Coded feedback is input-based and specifically points to the exact location of an error and the 
error involved is indicated with a marking code (for example, AGR means an error in the use or form of 
agreement).  
 
Uncoded feedback is output-based refers to instances when the teacher merely underlines an error or circles 
an error but leaves the student to diagnose and correct the error themselves.  
 
Advocates of coded feedback believe that it replaces lengthy metalinguistic explanations and provides a 
platform for teachers and students to discuss errors (Raimes, 1991). It elicits students‟ thoughts in 
identifying the appropriate language to be used, bringing benefits to their long term writing development 
(Ferris, 2002; Frantzen, 1995). 
 
While for the opponents, they suggest that teachers may have overestimated students‟ ability in using 
marking codes and have used a wide range of technical terms that are unfamiliar to or not yet mastered by 
students (Lee, 1997). Some students may need to wildly guess what some of the codes are about and have 
their corrections done through quite a number of meaningless experimentations. Moreover, Norish (1983) 
believes that coded feedback results in rigid categorization of mistakes and eventually leads to more 
mistakes. To decide which marking code to be used, teachers have to estimate the possible underlying 
reason why the student made the particular mistake. When a teacher does not comprehend what the student 
was trying to convey with his/her immature language, teacher-induced errors may occur due to the use of the 
inappropriate marking code and lead to lower accuracy. For example if a student writes “I don‟t mean to 
scari them” and the teacher inserts the code of spelling (thinking that the student spelt the word “scare” 
wrongly), the student may simply correct the word “scari” as “scary” without realizing the wrong use of the 
parts of speech. 
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Salience of error location 
Another significant consideration is whether the teacher should make explicit the location of errors or give 
hints (e.g. marking an error tally in the margin). Robb et al. (1986) found that salience of the error feedback 
does not affect the students‟ performance. Yet, current study has shown that direct prompting of error 
location was more helpful than indirect ones as students were able to correct more under this circumstance 
(Lee, 1997). However, higher achievers are believed to benefit more from indirect prompting as their 
language is proficient enough to correct the errors without indication. Therefore, it is suggested that teachers 
should be flexible enough and locate errors directly or indirectly where appropriate. 
 
Selective marking and comprehensive marking 
Research on error correction has pointed out that comprehensive marking approach (marking all student 
errors in a text) should not be adopted (Lee, 2004). They believe that it is based on the mistaken premise that 
error-free writing is the ultimate goal while “it is unrealistic to expect that second language writers‟ 
production will be error free” (Ferris, 2002). Therefore, they are in support of the selective marking 
approach in which priorities are established with regard to language errors (Harmer, 2001). Patterns of errors 
are located and only major error types are allowed for teachers and students to attend to (Ferris, 2002). It is 
believed that such approach “makes students focus on their more serious problems in writing rather than 
making them bored with every error on a paper” (Ferris, 1995; Hendrickson, 1978) and “tailors to the 
learner‟s internal level of linguistic development” (Krashen, 1982). 
 
However, it has been reported that both teachers and students tend to prefer comprehensive error correction 
feedback (Lee, 2004). It is also argued that students need detailed feedback since they may be misled by 
selective error feedback. Students may think that rest of the writing is completely correct for all the errors 
are not marked (Lalande, 1982). Therefore, students should be clearly acknowledged regarding the 
application of selective marking before it is implemented. 
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The general context of study 
In Hong Kong, error correction in writing is largely an unexplored area. Therefore, the objective of my 
project is to find out if corrective feedback is effective in promoting second language writing accuracy in the 
Hong Kong context. If yes, what kinds of feedback (explicit or implicit? coded or uncoded?) would benefit 
students most. With this growing but far from conclusive body of empirical research on the written feedback 
strategies of teachers, I am interested in examining the issue. 
 
As it is a small-scale educational research and Main Teaching Practice (MTP) is the only way I can meet a 
class of current secondary students, research method of randomization is inappropriate and these students 
from my MTP school (T.W.G.Hs Li Ka Shing College) are set to be the research participants. It should 
though be noted that the research participants cannot be generalized to larger populations. Any findings 
arising from this study are relevant only to the participants who took part in the research project. In order to 
protect the participants, the researcher, the university and the community, this research has been under 
ethical approval one month before it is carried out. 
 
The methodology used is the quasi experimental crossover design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) in which 
there is no random assignment and one has little or no control over the allocation of the treatments.  
 
In the first round of the research (Week 1 to Week 4), half the students are the dependent variables (the 
treatment group) who are given different types of corrective feedback while another half of the students are 
the quasi-independent variables (the control group) who are not provided with any corrective feedback. In a 
time series analysis, the dependent variable is observed over time for any changes that may take place and 
the group differences are examined (Gribbons & Herman, 1997). 
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In the second round of the research (Week 5 to Week 8), all students‟ work were marked with the provision 
of corrective feedback. There are two reasons behind. First is because of ethical issue, all students have the 
right to experience the possible benefits brought by the corrective feedback system. Second is to examine 
the longitudinal effects of the system on the dependent variables (the treatment group). 
 
The advantage of quasi-experimental design is that it minimizes threats to external validity as natural 
environments do not suffer the same problems of artificiality as compared to a well-controlled laboratory 
setting. However, the design has its limitations. There may be pre-experimental differences and may in turn 
constitute alternative causes for the observed effect. For example, the original teacher or the private tutors of 
the students may have applied corrective feedback on their writings before and affect the result. Therefore, 
the treatment is still applied to these students but their results have to be excluded from the general analysis. 
 
The specific details of study 
My MTP school is a band 1, CMI (Chinese as Medium of Instruction) school in Hong Kong (secondary 
students in Hong Kong are streamed into schools of three bands, with band 1 being the top academically). 
This research involves thirty-two Secondary 1 students from the school. They are required to produce a 
piece of guided writing of not less than 200 words with an assigned topic every week. The reason why free 
writings are not assigned is because students may only write superficial content or use very simple words or 
sentences to express meaning. This may impede the researcher from identifying specific language errors 
students make in a particular type of text and drawing conclusions on whether they have improved under the 
corrective feedback system or not. Before every writing session, a topic-related reading session was carried 
out to provide the necessary content. Then the useful vocabulary and appropriate forms were introduced. 
The students were finally asked to produce texts in class and submit their writings by the end of the class 
period. 
 
 
So Man Tat (2007026182) 
Dissertation 
11 
 
The students have already done these kinds of writing before so that they were used to the mechanics of the 
task (McKay, 2006) and the research result will not be affected due to ambiguity of the task objective. The 
following is the proposed research design. 
 
All students (32 students) 
 
Corrective feedback (16 students)  Without corrective feedback (16 students) 
 
Explicit correction (8 students)       Implicit correction (8 students) 
 
 
 
 
(Week 1 to Week 4) 
 
All students (32 students) 
 
Corrective feedback (32 students)  Without corrective feedback (0 student) 
 
Explicit correction (16 students)       Implicit correction (16 students) 
 
 
 
 
(Week 5 to Week 8) 
Explicit location of error  Implicit location of error 
Explicit location of error  Implicit location of error 
Coded (2 students) Uncoded (2 students) Coded (2 students) Uncoded (2 students) 
Coded (4 students) Uncoded (4 students) Coded (4 students) Uncoded (4 students) 
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To find out if their language accuracy improves, the writings collected in Week 1, Week 4 and Week 8 are 
used for comparison. The errors of their writings are selectively marked (as it is believed to be beneficial to 
students under any contexts) but all the number of grammatical mistakes in these writings is calculated. 
Redundant mistakes are calculated as one only so that the improvement or deterioration in specific language 
area can be shown generally (McKay, 2006). 
 
It should be noted that students were not informed of the fact that their writings are used for research 
purposes until Week 8. The rationale behind is to let students perform naturally during the whole process 
and retain the most original and authentic language from them (McKay, 2006), thus maintaining fairness. 
 
To further answer the research question, face-to-face interviews were conducted in Week 8 with the students 
to find out if they think they benefit from the new error-rectification process. Interviews are used instead of 
questionnaires as short and superficial responses can be eliminated. Interviews are carried out separately in 
order to undermine the possibility of peer influence (McKay, 2006). The language medium used in the 
interview is Cantonese, their first language (L1), because it is believed that L1 is the most comfortable 
discourse for them to voice out their ideas while meaning transfer is not hampered (Nunan, 1992). 
 
To promote the authenticity of the research, it is important for me to possess the abilities required as a 
researcher. I, as an undergraduate of an English education programme and a prospective teacher, am capable 
of administrating corrective feedback as I have taken relevant courses throughout my university study. I am 
familiar with the different types of corrective feedback and the way I should apply them through a wide 
range of readings. Furthermore, I have experiences in applying corrective feedback, for example I made use 
of it to students in my last TP school and students whom I have private tutoring with.  
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Findings 
The application of corrective feedback 
It is interesting to find out that in Week 4, students who received corrective feedback in their writings 
(treatment group) during the past four weeks showed merely slight improvement in their language accuracy. 
A total of 257 mistakes were spotted among these 16 students in Week 1 while 231 mistakes could still be 
found in Week 4. However in Week 8, a remarkable decrease in the number of mistakes made by the 
students is observed. In total, only 158 mistakes were found in their writings (Appendix 1A).  
 
 
 
According to the result in Week 4, S13 (a higher achiever) has the biggest improvement of language 
accuracy among all the students, with a 58% decrease in the number of mistakes in his writing. While in 
Week 8, S6 (an average student) and S13 have the most significant increase in language accuracy as they 
both experienced a 67% decrease in the number of mistakes in their writings after the long-term introduction 
of corrective feedback. In terms of exact number of reduction, S15 (a lower achiever) has the maximum 
amount of mistakes reduced, from 27 mistakes in Week 1 to 14 mistakes in Week 8 (13 mistakes reduced). 
All these demonstrated the fruitfulness of the corrective feedback system. 
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Despite the fact that there is a tendency of improvement in language accuracy among students in the 
treatment group, there are still conspicuous individual differences. For example, one student (S12) made the 
same amount of mistakes in Week 1 and in Week 4 while four students (S1, S4, S5, S6) made even more 
mistakes in Week 4 after experiencing the corrective feedback system for a month, notably S6 who had 
a .40% increase in the number of mistakes. Surprisingly, the result departs from its trend in Week 8 and the 
number of mistakes made by these four students were inversely reduced to an even smaller number than that 
of Week 1, proving the effectiveness of corrective feedback over a long time span. 
 
While for the control group, the 16 students made similar amount of mistakes from the time before I taught 
them to Week 1 to Week 4. There are altogether 251 and 260 mistakes in those two weeks respectively. The 
fact that the students did not show momentous improvement or regression in their language accuracy has the 
following implication: the stagnancy of students‟ language development will result if the launch of any 
forms of constructive feedback is not present (Appendix 1B). 
 
Interviews were conducted in the final week to find out students‟ view towards the efficacy of the corrective 
feedback system. 94% of the students indicated that they were in support of such application in their 
writings. Most think that the system helped them to realize the language errors that they cannot spot out 
themselves even after several attempts of proof- reading which raises their awareness of avoiding the same 
mistakes in subsequent writings. For the other side, the particular student claims that he is demotivated by 
all the red marks on his work. The use of corrective feedback makes him believe that the teacher focuses on 
the language he uses more than the content he writes or the ideas he is trying to convey (Appendix 4, Q1). 
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Explicit feedback and implicit feedback 
 
The analysis shows that both explicit feedback and implicit feedback are effective in promoting language 
accuracy in succeeding writings over a long period of time but the latter is comparatively more useful. 
Implicit feedback had led to a 46% reduction of mistakes in two months while explicit feedback had led to a 
32% reduction. It should though be noted that their effectiveness are entirely different over a short period of 
time. In Week 4, all students who received implicit feedback had their number of mistakes decreased; 
whereas only half of the students who received explicit feedback achieved the same effect with the other half 
made more mistakes (Appendix 2). 
 
According to the interview results, the students prefer explicit correction (75%) rather than implicit ones. 
Some explained that it is the teacher‟s responsibility to overtly provide the correct model of the language 
and some suggested that it reduces the amount of time they needed to do corrections (Appendix 4, Q2).   
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Salience of error correction 
It is observed that language accuracy can be promoted whether the location of the errors were or were not 
specifically marked but students‟ achievement was more obvious when the errors were saliently identified. 
There was a 51% decrease in the number of errors after two months (from 75 to 37 mistakes) compared to a 
39% decrease (from 44 to 27 mistakes) when teachers just hint at the spot of the error (Appendix 3). 
 
It should be heeded that implicit location of errors worked extremely well for controlling the number of 
mistakes among higher achievers (S11, S12). Although the percentage decrease shown is small, the two 
students were actually performing fairly well consistently with a very small amount of mistakes (Below 10). 
Based on the belief that mistakes are inevitable for second language learners, it is apparent that hidden 
location of errors still assists proficient language users in sustaining high level of written accuracy. 
 
According to the interview results, 88% of the students prefer direct location of error, including most of the 
high achievers. They explain that it is not always easy to spot the location of the error and they eventually 
lose the motivation to do the correction (Appendix 4, Q3). 
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Coded feedback and uncoded feedback 
The analysis shows that both coded feedback and uncoded feedback are similarly effective in promoting 
second language accuracy among the target students but the latter is slightly more productive with a 48% 
decrease of the number of mistakes (Appendix 3). Its application is more useful when the location of the 
error is salient (A 60% reduction is observed. See graph below). 
 
 
 
Interestingly, it is the least efficient when uncoded feedback is applied with indirect location of the error. 
There is only a 36% reduction of mistakes which is even less than the reduction when coded feedback is 
provided. 
 
According to the interview results, the majority (63%) of the students prefer coded feedback. They claim 
that it is easy to get accustomed to the use of marking codes and find it useful for identifying the area of the 
error they made and correcting them on their own (Appendix, Q4).  
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Discussion and Implications 
The study has yielded some interesting findings that shed light on how corrective feedback promotes writing 
accuracy among students. However, three limitations must be noted before the discussion of the implications 
arising from the study.  
 
First, the sample is small and is therefore not representative of all Hong Kong junior secondary students. 
The result may not reflect the same outcome of another group of students due to the differences in age, 
gender and language proficiency. More importantly, there are individual differences among students 
(intelligence, aptitude, learning styles and personality) (Lightbown & Spada, 1999) which are not explored 
in this research. Therefore, these variables have to be considered carefully before application. 
 
Second, the authenticity is questionable as the data was completed by a group of adolescents aged 12-13 
who may have had a limited understanding of the questions being asked in the interview. My relationship 
with them may also have influenced the way the interview questions were answered.  
 
Third, their writings are solely marked by me. This may affect the reliability of the research as the writings 
may have been wrongly marked due to distractions or my unfamiliarity of the grammar item. 
 
To control the quality of work, the writings should be double-marked by another marker to promote 
inter-rater reliability (McKay, 2006) or by me another day to enhance accuracy (Nunan, 1992). Research 
time should also be lengthened and students should be encouraged to express their own feelings during the 
interview. Nonetheless, the result may be of interest to fellow teachers and may suggest areas for future 
larger scale research. 
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The findings and the literature 
If the possible impact of latent and non-controlled variables is ignored, it can be concluded that the findings 
of this study in general gain support from previous research by major advocates of corrective feedback 
(Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001) in the sense that error correction assists students in improving their 
writing accuracy regardless of the type of correction, even though some research findings claim the opposite 
(Truscott, 1999; Zamel, 1985). The result is also in line with Ferris & Roberts (2001) that error correction in 
L2 writing classes help students improve over time as observed from the remarkable longitudinal effects in 
the findings. It suggests that teachers should prepare themselves to effectively treat students‟ written errors. 
This preparation may include enriching grammatical knowledge or enrolling on courses that are relevant to 
responding texts produced by L2 writers competently. 
 
 
Regarding the explicitness of the feedback provided, the study falls into chime with more recent literature 
that implicit feedback is more useful for promoting second language written accuracy. Unlike what Robb et 
al. (1986) and Ellis (2006) suggests, the study has shown that explicit feedback is evidently less effective 
and results in more mistakes among students after a short period of application. It may be due to students‟ 
reluctance to review their work and their unfamiliarity with the correction system at the beginning, 
according to the interview results. As explicit feedback did not involve students in the process of making 
hypothesis and doing correction, it minimizes their opportunity to self-correct their errors in subsequent 
writings. Therefore, it is suggested that when explicit feedback is considered to be used in writing 
classrooms, it should be applied over a long span of time while review of their work or corrections on errors 
should be introduced in post-writing lessons. 
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Among implicit feedback, the study is in keeping with the observation by Lee (1997) and has shown that 
direct location of errors is more efficacious than indirect ones in terms of increasing the writing accuracy of 
students, especially the lower achievers. It gives them confidence to do an accurate correction as they regard 
spotting and correcting their mistakes at the same time as procedures that are complex and challenging for 
them. However, it is observed that indirect location of errors has its significant role of aiding the higher 
achievers. They are proved to be capable of handling more complicated ways to deal with errors which are 
beneficial for them to monitor their own mistakes in the future. Therefore, it suggests that teachers should 
vary the degree of salience of error according to learner needs. More salient information could be provided 
for intermediate learners and less salient information could be provided for advanced learners. Further 
research could investigate how salient the information should be in order to promote accuracy, for instance, 
considering the difference between marking error tallies in a line, in the beginning of a paragraph or at the 
end of the writing as a whole. 
 
Finally, the result is consistent with the study by Norish (1983) that uncoded feedback is more efficient in 
terms of reducing written errors as it eliminates the misconception created by marking codes. It should 
though be noted that when uncoded feedback is applied with indirect location of error, the outcome is the 
least effective. This can be explained by the fact that such a combination is too difficult for students to tackle 
their mistakes. 
 
Catering for individual differences and addressing learner diversity 
The study has shown that different students respond differently to feedback strategies. The best example for 
illustration is the four students who differ from the majority and made more mistakes after receiving 
corrective feedback for a month. Some take more time to adapt to the system and some resist the system 
because of individual learning factors, for instance motivation and special learning needs. Therefore, it is 
suggested that teachers should deepen the understanding of their students‟ learning style, respect each 
individual‟s uniqueness and select the appropriate strategy to adopt, thus catering for learning diversity. 
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The efficacy of student preference 
It is noted that student preference sometimes comes in the reverse direction as what the literature or the 
research suggests. For example, students prefer explicit correction but it is believed that implicit correction 
is the professional orientation. In addition, students prefer coded feedback but it is recommended that 
uncoded feedback better promotes written language accuracy. Therefore, it is important for teachers to 
weigh student preference, experiment with different strategies and make correct judgments to maximize 
students‟ benefit. 
 
Conclusion 
The study has found that corrective feedback is effective in promoting second language writing accuracy 
among Hong Kong junior secondary students. Implicit feedback is believed to be more useful than explicit 
ones while uncoded feedback with direct location of the error is the most efficacious among all. However, 
the findings of this research cannot be generalized beyond its pre-defined context based on such a small 
scale study.  
 
This study has also demonstrated that there are individual learning differences and students may have 
different preference regarding the feedback strategies. Therefore, the findings of the research have to be 
disseminated to frontline ESL teachers so that they can adopt corresponding editing strategies according to 
their instructional context and come up with better alternatives that take account of what their students think 
they need and what they really need. 
 
Further research can investigate how English teachers in Hong Kong make use of different corrective 
feedback to treat errors in student writing and find out how students could be supported in their acquisition 
of the language. It would also be interesting to find out if corrective feedback aids more competent users of 
English, for example senior secondary students or adult, to develop written language accuracy. 
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Appendix 1A 
Week 1 (Treatment group) 
 
Week 4 (Treatment Group) 
 
Week 8 (Treatment Group) 
 
Appendix 1B 
Week 1 (Control group) 
 
Week 4 (Control Group) 
 
  
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 20 14 24 19 17 15 15 14 19 10 6 9 12 18 27 18 257 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 24 11 21 20 19 21 11 10 18 6 5 9 5 13 26 12 231 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 18 11 14 15 9 5 10 12 10 4 5 8 4 11 14 8 158 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 18 24 23 11 12 18 4 21 6 6 23 18 16 17 19 15 251 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 16 21 22 15 14 19 4 21 8 4 23 23 18 16 21 15 260 
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Appendix 2 
Week 1 (Explicit feedback) 
 
 
 
Week 4 (Explicit feedback) 
 
 
 
Week 8 (Explicit feedback) 
 
 
 
 
Week 1 (Implicit feedback) 
 
 
 
Week 4 (Implicit feedback) 
 
 
 
Week 8 (Implicit feedback) 
 
 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Total 
No. of mistakes 20 14 24 19 17 15 15 14 138 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Total 
No. of mistakes 24 11 21 20 19 21 11 10 137 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Total 
No. of mistakes 18 11 14 15 9 5 10 12 94 
 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 19 10 6 9 12 18 27 18 119 
 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 18 6 5 9 5 13 26 12 94 
 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 Total 
No. of mistakes 10 4 5 8 4 11 14 8 64 
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Appendix 3 
Week 1 (Indirect location of error) 
 
 
 
Week 4 (Indirect location of error) 
 
 
 
Week 8 (Indirect location of error) 
 
 
 
Week 1 (Direct location of error) 
 
 
 
Week 4 (Direct location of error) 
 
 
 
Week 8 (Direct location of error) 
 
 
 S9 (uncoded) S10 (coded) S11 (coded) S12 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 19 10 6 9 44 
 S9 (uncoded) S10 (coded) S11 (coded) S12 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 18 6 5 9 38 
 S9 (uncoded) S10 (coded) S11 (coded) S12 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 10 4 5 8 27 
 S13 (uncoded) S14 (coded) S15 (coded) S16 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 12 18 27 18 75 
 S13 (uncoded) S14 (coded) S15 (coded) S16 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 5 13 26 12 56 
 S13 (uncoded) S14 (coded) S15 (coded) S16 (uncoded) Total 
No. of mistakes 4 11 14 8 37 
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Appendix 4: Interview questions 
1. Are you in support of the corrective feedback system? Why?  
你是否支持老師批改你語言上的錯誤？為什麼？ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Do you think explicit feedback help you improve your writing accuracy? Why? 
  Do you think implicit feedback help you improve your writing accuracy? Why? 
Do you prefer explicit feedback or implicit feedback? Why? 
你認為老師直接提供錯處的改正對你寫作的文法準確度有幫助嗎？為什麼？ 
你認為老師給予提示讓你自己改正對你寫作的文法準確度有幫助嗎？為什麼？ 
你偏向老師直接提供錯處的改正抑或給予提示讓你自己改正？為什麼？ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Do you prefer direction or indirect location of error when the teacher marks you work? Why? 
你偏向老師直接還是間接提供你錯處的位置？為什麼？ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Do you prefer coded feedback or uncoded feedback? Why? 
你偏向老師運用文章批改碼嗎？為什麼？ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
